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REMARKS 

t*™ R ?* 0Mive to me 0ffice Act 'on mailed May 22, 2003, Applicants have studied the 
SZSf S TT ^ "111 aTt ' Claittl$ ^ 8 " 38 ' and 57 61 2e 

^dLTfSo^cT * *" ™* <» ^on is 

Atnendmen ts 

t^— A PP Mc ? nt8 .^: fended the specification to correct a typographical error in a 
referee number ^trying an element of Figure 2. The amenZentdoes n^adJnew 
2^«^ % Pr T° U S y reqUeSt6d in the response filed AugusT 

222^5 ^ Y ldent,fied l0Cati ° n ° f the ^ed text. The current amSent 
responds to the correction required by the Office Action mailed Novembers, 2002^ 

Allowable Sublet Matter 

Applicants acknowledge that claims 48-52 are allowed. 
Claim Objections 

WMllH Claims 12 and 21 arc objected to as depending from rejected base claims, but 
SS? w i ? ,f ™ tten in form. Claims 12 and 21 depend from 

allowable claims 8 and 17, respectively, and arc therefore also allowable For this reason 
Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the objections. ' 

Claim 2 

Artjnn Whfle * e ° ffice Ac ^ on summary indicates that claim 2 is rejected, the Office 

c^-Sr^r ?7 md t rqfCCti ° n ° f Claim 2 - Apphcants therefore request? 
caseation of the status of claim 2 in a future Office Action, which should be non-final 

SaT? SS°S J* 2 will necessarily be new grounds for rejecUon. 

Claim 2 depends from allowable claim 1 and is therefore also allowable. 

Claim Rej ections Under 35 U-&C - f iin 

Claims 8. 17. anri ?.* 

Claims 8, 1 0-1 1 , 1 3-1 7, 25 and 27-33 were rejected under 35 U S C 6 102to as 
reSS CiPat6dby Dy6 ' ^ N °- 6 '° 67 ' 098 ' Al^S^JiSJSTfl. 

found ^It*™ iS ^P? 1 ^ ° n, y if each every element as set forth in the claim is 
found, enher expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference »' 
Anticipate requires the presence in a single prior ait reference disclosure of each and 



[Kg*** - Union OH Co. of Califs 814 F.2d 628, 631. 2 U.S.P.Q. 2d 10 51, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 
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every element of the claimed invention, arranged as in the claim." 2 The Office Action fails 
to show that Dye meets these fundamental criteria. Rather than finding ««So^rf 

elements from different embodiments, as shown below. 

<v^ m ii Dy f tS ^f 0 ^ t0 8 dis P la y- list based refr esh system employing a graphics 
^^^^ 

controller or integrated memory controller (IMC) 140. Dye proposes that the IMC 140 
may be part of various types of systems such as the television^ system 53, which may be a 
digital te lcvi sl on. 3 The IMC 140 includes connections for couphng to a PcFbus^d 
generates video signals for the display device 142,< As shown in Figure 6 ie IS 140 
includes a command and data FIFO 205 that stores display list motions and a£o data 
tonsferred between the svstem CPU 102 of the IMC 140 and the^tem memory 11 0 
external to the TCM l4o/ The IMC 140 further includes a display S to^ g TZ7lM to 
receive graphical data from the graphics engine 212 that is also part of the IMC 140* 

In rejecting independent claims 8, 17, and 25, the Office Action only cites to 
figures namely Figs. 2A, 2B, 2, 6, 3, and 20, without citing any lines of Dye V^nTe the 
Office Action rehes upon FIFO 244 and the memory controllers 221 and 222 none of 

stored in FIFO 244 or the memory controllers 22 land 222. Yet. claims 8 17 and 25 

SiS^Sl^ ^ ^ 8t0rcd *5 1116 *™ buffer '" ^ ^ and 
memory controller" and even recite the storage scheme with respect to these limitations. 

The Office Action asserts that "the claimed local bus is met by PCI/USB Fig 2A "* 
Dye docs not consider either the PCI bus or the USB bus as local busses, but ra^er 

MC M0teS d f^T 7* V f P ^ bUSSCS SU< * 35 PCI P™**« separate 
^ orl e U^ W ^^f d P^eral Dye ^ fails to ^^pQ 

w.^ S °f i5; 2 ^ aS bemg Used for toawfening digital television data. 

Instead Dye recites the PCI bus "may be used for coupling to various I/O devicBTsuch as 

£ a n e v St ° raS ? netW °- k ****** Which « co^v- ti o^ ^ a 

PCI bus. Dye nowhere recites a use for the_USBbus, but merely recites the IMC 140 
having an interface to a USB bus. 9 . 

intPrfiJ?* ^? ° n J"*"* aSSertS claimed Di ^ taI television^ocal bus 

mterfacc ogic coupled to the local bus is met by the Interactive Media Controller 140 fig 

F ;S- 2 A»owhere mentions a local bus. As shown above, Dye distinguishes 
be^ecn local busses and PCI busses, reciting different IMC 140 interfaces S^eaSi type 



\%S%Tr^il Wnfabrik V ^ * Co > 730 ™ 1458. 221 U.S.P.Q. 481. 

j Col. 8, lines 20-21, 26, and 35-36. 

^ Col. 9, lines 65-66; Col. 10, lines 48-49; Col. 16, lines 24-25 

Col. 19, Hues 29-31. 
* Paper 13, para. 3(a). 

Col. 12, lines 28-32. 
*Col. 11, lines 21-23. 
*See. e.g. CoL 9, lines 51-54. 

Paper 13, para. 3(b). 
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• T ^ C 0ffice Action further ** claimed Digital television/local h„c 
interface logic coupled to the local bus is met by Host I/F202 fX ^ rw 

subject nutter. The Host I/F 202 instead connects between "4esrctOTOMrw n^^i ■ 

™S££L , SZE?r* "1 Data fifo 205." jZJttSSZZSZSr' 

The Office Action further asserts that "a local bus interface for trxn^ft.^ 

Icniente compnsmg that logic is met by. two busses that are not oruy^parf of 
the Host I/F logic 202, but are not even directly connected to the Host VFloSlwl tT 

0f yT s ^ distal television data ove^ Z lofal bus - 2 in 

^ P £ V ^ ■° ,aBOt maltCr ' ^ *■ HD bus 207 as passing "con^nan? 

data from the Command FIFO 205" to the Instruction Decode and] ExeSn UruTS '< « 
weU asnucrocode instructions from the Instruction Microc^^ 35 

SSJSbSSI passrag commands and instmctions to fte D ^ 

bu« R^rT ?° ? U82 ° f Fig " 6 transmit out * oin S ^t* 1 television data over the local 
bus. Rather, Dye's only mention of this bus indicates "the Dbus2 is connectedbetweer^ the 
Memory Controller 222 and the HD bus."' 6 connected Between the 

Dye fails to disclose first and second frame buffers for storing incoming digital 

AcZ 1 ^^ ° Ut8 ° inS digital teleVision d * a ™ « -tem-i^SSrThJSL 
Action treats the command and data FIFO 205 as the "fW f™™^ » * 2- < 

storage FIFO 244 as the "second torn! Tbnff^To the^LTe Mce Xeta t " 
foenstng on the "double buffering" by the IMC 140 in Dye, fteS TfTos £Zi *or 

" Paper 13, para. 3(c). 
12 Col. 19, lines 24-31. 
" Paper 13, para. 3(d). 

Col. 19, liaes 34-41. 
" Col. JO, lines 42-48. 

Col. 20, lines 42-47. 
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displaying video data on a display screen. 17 In particular, the IMC 140 uses '"foreground" 
S SCreCn " b ^ound" buffers for a subs^u J S 

refresh. Thus there is no teaching or suggestion in Dye that its two FIFOs store 

S^n™^ mUch 1685 incomi "g television data and 

^ 1 6V1S10n ,n ^ aItematine mattneT > 38 in Applicants' claimed subject 
rTfS -SIT ^ 8117 tead T g OT SUggeStion mat * e tW0 FBPO. Action as ''frame 
ZThnff ^ yC 6XPreSSly teacne f 9 awa y ^ the we of frame buffers, stating that 
nZJn^ fT n K, eV , eral P TOblems19 the present invention is not requiredio 

maintain and preferably does not maintain a single frame buffer which contains all of me 
video data for display on the video screen." 20 

- t . FoT at least thcse masons, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the 
rejections- 

Dependent r iaims 10-71. 13-16^ an* 27-1 1 

*nH pendent claims 10-1 1, 13-16, and 27-33 depend from allowable claims 8 and 25 
™l^?^T le - -AppHcantsrespectfuUy^est 

Claim 57 

1 n<v , ^tf ° ffiCe A ? ti0D maintams the ejections of claims 57-61 under 35 U S C 5 
1 02(e) as bemg anticpated by Johnson. With respect to the remarks in the Office Action 
repeated from the previous Office Action, Applicants incorporates the remarks in ifs 
previous Response with respect to claims 57-61. Applicants acknowledge the additional 
remark^ ; from the Examiner styled as "Examiner's Response." Applicants, ^wTeT 
respectfully traverse those remarks for the following reasons. 

n«; 0f f Ce Action ' s hanging of independent claims 8, 17, and 25, the 

T£>^T n * T elemCQtS of Applicants' claim 57 "arranged as in the 

claim, but picks and choose between elements in multiple embodiments. 

t . . . ^ Action suggests that the video port 150 in Johnson is a digital 

television/local bus interface logic because (1) the video port 150 is part of the 

m^S°i^TT 1 16 WWch i5 TP" to abidi ^°^ bus 128 that is coupled to a 

W. Ll ' 5> mentlODS 3 di£ital te,evision ***** and O) *e vide? decoder 

146 outputs a digital video signal 152 provided to the video port 150. Beginning wiuX 

leas to refer to logic that » directly connected to a local bus. The video port 150 cannot 

Figure 4 in Johnson, the video port 150 is only directly connected to a video decoder M6 
and a graphics controller 154. Neither the video decoder 146 nor the gr^^SSte 
154 ,s a local bus. The Office Action's view of the term "local bus inSrface logic^would 

Col. 21, line 64 - Col. 22, line 11; Col. 22, lines 49-56. 
18 CoL 22, lines 5-11. 
* Col. 1, line 64-Col. 2, line 29. 
20 Col. 5, lines 3-19. 
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stretch the term far beyond the broadest reasonable interpretation of the term me Patent 
Office cannot : reasonably contend that a video port 150 within a graphic JviSec 6 
coupled to a bidirectional bus 128 that is coupled to a PCI bus 108is somehow S 

^^^i^S^" 5 T ?T Cal,y ' WWle *» ° ffice Action charact^zest^eo 
X^Za ^" n T l buS Mer&co one Vantage of Applicants' 

t^^^^tf 1 ^ 1 tel ^ Sion/local bus * terface S climing ft e need for 
a video port cable between a graphics controller and a television tuner. 21 

tel(M - • Astian confiises a digitized analog television signal with a "digital 

46r a »h T w ^ - UgS » tinS ** video ^ 152-outputteiby the video decoder 
J ? 181 ? te j ev T n Slgnal - APP'i^ recognizes that the video decode? 14* h a 
^ th?^^ *? ^ ^ television si S™> of its Sing " 

c^vl^?f rf CC -^° n fa l 1S t0 ' Wreda * iS that a » "tog television signal SSfbe« 
converted to digital form does not constitute a "digital television" signal To the ,Z^Z 

^! ,^ C °t ordin ^y skl11 ra toe art would appreciate when viewing the clabns in light of 
£K£5? ^canon that a "digital television" signal is received as a 5^ aTs by 
SiS2^ S S^ ^ ^ COnVCrted * * c ^sion from an u?con5ng 
SSZS^?t .^^'^^^g^sionsignalitselfisdigital. Johnson does not 
disclose or teach uiterface logic for such a signal. In fact, JohnsoTplainly indicates ihT 
tte chrominance and luminance signals are analog when received by 
146, as recognized m the Office Action. 24 uecoaer 

svstem^lS^ ** ** 0fBCe Acti0n 0 " mere mention of a "^tal television 
system m Johnson does not overcome the lack of an enabling teaching of a "dieital 
e evnaon/local bus interface logic » Even if there were an tfaldtal 

SZTtSi?5?? 7^*** is ^ ^es not meL JobS p^vMefan 
enabling teaching of a "digital television/local bus interface logic." 

For these reasons, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the rejections. 
Dependent rin ims 58-61 

fhi, r^lff 5 1 8 " 61de P end ^Iowable claim 57 and are therefore also allowable. For 
this reason, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the rejections. 

Claim Rejections TInri* r35 U.S.C. $ rat 

s irm,?^ *' 3 " 6, 9 ' 18 " 20 ' 22 " 24 ' 26 » 34 " 38 40 " 46 are rejected under 35 U S C 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dye. Applicants respectfuUy traverse the rejection! 



* ' Specification, p, 2, lines 27-29. 
22 Col. 7, lines 20-24. 
* Specification, p. 5, lines 14-15. 
" Col. 7, lines 20^24; Paper 13, p. IS. 
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Claim 1 

data in .toS?^ 1, t0 ***** readmg *SS*1 te] ^ion 

data in a first fiame buffer. As shown above, the Command FIFO 205 does not store 

EnSTIl t te,eViS1 ° n ^ bUt St ° reS «*™* instructions for the Execution 

&ame fcSSJIS? ^ CXP r Sl ^ , teach l? aWay from **« 1185 of frame Offers, stating that 
SSSfJS ^ ^r 1 P rob,ems - Th» the present invention is not required to 
mamtai^ and preferably does not maintain, a single feme buffer which contains allofthe 
video data for display on the video screen." 26 * me 

Further as recognized in the Office Action, Dye fails to disclose a refresh rate of 
mcoming digital television data that is decoupled from a refresh rate of fce^SSJf 
te evtsion date. This „ no surprise since Dye does not address the refresh r* e of hcomin K 

aSses rent t ^JT" 86 ^ AbStraCt ° f Dye ^ in ° ffiCe Action m^" g 
addresses refresh with respect to outgoing video data. The only "decoupling" addressed 

SB? * <ta SS ta 5 ° f tam " fclB be * Wl « ^ ^PUter system and JMC UoS 
™Sf and H 2 1 06 - 27 . Adding to Dye, windows and objects thereby remS 
Ata^SS^ 1 e ca ^ lon - ^ 0 «ice Action asserts that the description in tL 
Abstract of Dye shows that "it would have been obvious to the skilled in me art aTthe time 
fte mvention was made to modify the system of Dye by providing separate thTrefChrSe 
for the mcommg data and transmitted data so that the display is indepSentof the 
mcommg refresh rate or mat the display is not influenced by the incoming data's refresh 

A claimed invention is not defined as simply a collection of specific elements of a 
claim but is denned by the claim as a whole. 30 For a claim to be "obvious," thTpr£r art 

£ ckfe v£?E,™ ^solutely rmproper to simply point out that the specific elements 
in claim were known, and then, usmg no more than the patent as a blueprint, surmise that 
the claimed subject matter would be "obvious." 32 on»pnni, surmise tnat 

tho art t^5? C r, ACti011 h3S p ~ Wdcd no teachiQ S <* suggestion in Dye or elsewhere in 
the art to modify Dye as proposed by the Office Action, and fails to recognize that the 

' h 1 " ^ ^ *™ n0t A PP**nts' Maimed subjectmaW. Because 
1^ ^ fi ™ USmg a P omt ^ased technique where "data is not 

mruired to be moved in or out of a frame buffer," Dye, even if modified as proposed, Zls 
to yield the claimed subject m atter. Further, the Office Action has failed to sW any 

** Col. l , line 64-Col. 2, line 29. 
- 6 Col. 5, lines 3-19. 
" Col. 16, lines 33-38. 
28 Col. 13, lines 61-68. 
* Paper 13, p. 10-n. 

G^erriFooth^diengeselhchaftKohlembH, 972 F.2d 1272, 1274, (Fed Cir 1992) 
in re Dembicjak, 175 F.3d at 999; In re Rouffet, 149 F.3d at 1357. 
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suggestion jnJ2ye to decouple an input refresh rate from an output refresh rate when Dve 

S2SS?T ? Tt"*? ^ mUCh 1688 * decTup^ tTe * 

^mentioned refresh rate from the output refresh rate. Providing a "smoother and more 

u^ C on5S ay i 18 to ° bTO3d a Value statement to justify adding completely 

unconsidered elements, parncularly when Dye recites another techniquV^oub e 

£2? f T fOT ^ 00 ^S tte Nation ofmoving objects on me screen 33 Therefore the 
Office Action fids to make a prima facie case for modifying Dye. the 

mortifi^^l 015606 ACti ° n feils to ***** ^ « tt» art for the proposed 

3S22SSn £2? ST,^ 15 relymg ° n per * onaI ^ support EndTng of 

? ' 6 exammer must P rovi de an affidavit or declaration setting 
forth specific factual statements and explanation to support the finding." 3 * iSLSSS 
hereby request the Examiner provide support for an understanding offccoi^Stat 
refresh rate from the output refresh rate as known in the art at me time S tven^onT 
order to provide a smoother and more reliable display system. invention in 

^^11^° ^ 'tearing-'-the torn appearance of the portions of two 

separate frames which is the type of problem addressed by Applicants' disclosed 
embodiment of decoupling recited in claim 1 . ^ ^closed 

For these reasons, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the rejection. 
Claim 40 

th~ „nT*^^ P ^^ a5la f m - 40 '- theOffice Acti<m contradicts its previous assertion that 

i M • ° ffice Actlon cannot nave * bo « ways. If the HD bus 207 is a 

££S fl^S? °T? l0Cal bUS mt6rfaCe loeic 38 ^rted with respectto cfaim I 
Further &e Office Action has previously asserted that the PCI/USB busses of Fig 2A are 
fce local bus recited by Dye. Applicants respectfully submit that the saSe term two 
claims must be interpreted the same way. 

^P lic ^™ or P 0ra tes by reference the arguments made with respect to claim 1 
? e r? ffiC ! Acti ° n ' S modi ^tion to provide the material admitted^ not St or 
suggested by Dye that decouples the input refresh rate from the oumumfresh rate F fr 
these reasons, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the rejections. 

Further Dye fails to disclose "selectively providing the outgoing television data 
de^s^ 

SSSir^r??* » ^ ? i Ce ACtl0n treatS the en*™ 2 12 in Dye as a 

ii^JoS^P ^JftJS'* 0 * 202 ™ Dye 88 * e "digital-telcviiioXal bus 
interface logic Even from the Office Action's own perspective, the outgoing digital 

T^^Tli^T T 3 l0Cal bUS t0 2 " Roller bSel^ 
to^ro^rf f S , n °. ? tasCtly connected to a local bus. Rather than considering when 
to proV1 de outgoing tension data over a local bus to a graphics controller, the SspLy 

M Col. 40, lines 50-65. 

3 * MPEP § 2144.03(C), citing 37 C.F.R. § 1.104(d) 
"Paper 13, p. 14. w ' 
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7^2 memo^l 1 0 fOCUS6S ° n maniPUJatinS data moving data to the 

rejection. 01 " 0,686 additi ° nal reaSOnS ' A PP licant * respectfully request withdrawal of the 
Ptpeadeot Claims 3-6. 9. 1R- 20. 22-24 26.14-38. and 41-4* ' 

Claim 44 

rla . , F ^f" regarding gaim 44. the graphics engine 212 in Dye does not provide the 
clanned feedback signal. The passage in column 58 of Dye cited in the Office Action 

STS^S" t0 St ° PPmS fte ***** 212 °* a "logical bound" to transfer video 

data from the system memory 1 10 to the video monitor 142 This is hardly snggettoWa 

* f °^ dctennini "S whe " to provide outgoing digital television IS over a 

local bus to a graphics controller. For these additional reasons, Applicants resuectfUllv 
request withdrawal of the rejection. applicants respectfully 

Claim 45 

re ^ ardmg , cla ; rn 45 > whether ° r ™»t Dye suggests using horizontal and 

ESSTW 7 3 ^ ^ iS ^ different q^stion than whefter 

horizontal and vertical sync s lg nal s are inherent in a video system. Horizontal and vertical 

signals provided by a graphics controller in determining when to provide outgoing dijrital 

teSS^r*" V°k- r, bUS t0 ^ ***** COTtroller - "^erency. howev^ may nof 
beMAbrtieci by pnMnltta-or ponibilitMw. The mere fact that a certain thing may 
result from a given set of circumstances is not sufficient." 37 

effect ^d^nnJT? 15 u" ^ Examiner to P 10 ^ evidence or reasoning to that 
effect, and the Office Action has not carried that burden of proof. The inherency 

InT,^tc m °?n e ACt, ° n warily fails. For these additional** 

Applicants respectruUy request withdrawal of the rejection. 

CONCLUSION 

•aw. ^Jf "T? ^^^'y submit all issues and rejections have been adequately 
addressed, mat all claims are allowable, and that the case should be advanced to Suance. 



"CoL 13, lines 16-35. 

J? MPBP § 2112 (citations omitted) 

3 *MPEP§2112. 
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^J ftl l? E ^ aminer has ^ questions or wishes to discuss the claims, Applicants 



Respectfully submitted 




Richard A. Schafer, Reg. No. 45,K 
Date: /O^tf/t-eoX 



Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld LLP ^ 
7 1 1 Louisiana, Suite 1 900 <&/*&/V* 
Houston, Texas 77002 ^^1/ &U*r 

Telephone: (713) 220-5800 n ^J^O 

Facsimile: (713)236-0822 • °t>y 
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